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INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU 
INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY 
IAB #1V2201528 


Subjects: Titel, Joshua , Deputy Sheriff 

Richards, Brian Deputy Sheriff 

Correctional Services Division - Inmate Reception Center 
Date: June 24, 2007 (Sunday) 


Time: 0100 hours 


oo EE m 


Allegations: 


On June 24, 2007, Subjects Joshua Titel and Brian Richards were involved in an incident 
which resulted in their arrest for felony assault. It is alleged that they violated Manual of 
Policy and Procedures sections 3-01/030.10 Obedience to Laws, Regulations, and Orders, 
and 3-01/030.05 General Behavior. 


SYNOPSIS: 


On June 23, 2007, Subjects Titel and Richards attended two social gatherings. One of the 
gatherings was at the home of Witness Lieutenant PRISE The other was at the 


home of Witness Sergeant MM MN NN. AIcoholic beverages were served at both 
locations. Both Subjects, as well as other guests, consumed alcoholic beverages at each 
location. 


ee ects Titel and Richards left Witness home accompanied by Witness 
Witness — Witness Lisa Gonzalez. The five 
individuals drove to rer ll home i if Upon their arrival, Subjects 


Titel and Richards became involved in a physical altercation with Witness MEN 
who was already at Witness EN home, awaiting her arrival. 


IAB Note: Area Map of Witness ME residence is included in this case 
book. See Exhibit D. Photographs of the scene are also included. 
See Exhibit E and the Miscellaneous Documents section of this 
case book. 


The altercation caused several residents to telephone the San Dimas Sheriff's Station. 
Deputies arrived and subsequently wrote a battery report, naming both subjects as 
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“Victims,” and Witness Ml as the “Suspect.” 


IAB Note: A copy of the Incident Report is included in this case book. See 
Exhibit J, Page 19. Audio recordings of the telephone calls and radio 
traffic are also included. See Exhibit G. 


After additional investigation by the San Dimas Station detectives, it was determined that 
Witness MEN injuries were substantial. The injuries were also inconsistent with what 
the subjects said they had done during the incident. Based on the additional investigation, 
it appeared that Subjects Titel and Richards were the aggressors during the incident. 


IAB Note: Witness ustained multiple contusions, bruises, and abrasions 
to his face, upper torso and legs. Photographs of Witness 
injuries are included in this case book. See Exhibit F, and Exhibit J, 
Pages 26-31. Pomona Valley Hospital's Emergency Room Doctor, 
Matthew Janssen, described Witness es injuries during his 
Grand Jury testimony. See Volume II of this case book, Page 262. 


Investigators from the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) completed the 
investigation. Both subjects declined to speak with ICIB investigators (refer to Exhibit J, 
Pages 13 and 14). The investigators submitted their case to the District Attorney's Office 
for filing consideration regarding an assault by means likely to produce great bodily injury, 
Penal Code Section 245(a)(1), a felony. The case was subsequently presented by the 
Justice System Integrity Division of the District Attorney's Office to the Los Angeles County 
Grand Jury. 


IAB Note: The Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau's complete case book is 
included in this report. See Exhibit J. The Grand Jury witness 
transcripts are also included. See Volume II of this case book. 


On September 23, 2008, the Grand Jury issued an indictment against both subjects for the 
alleged crime. Both subjects were arraigned on September 30, 2008. On April 23, 2009, 
both subjects entered a plea of “Guilty” to misdemeanor assault. 


IAB Note: Certified copies of the court minute orders are included in this case 
book. See Exhibits B and C. Verbatim transcripts of the Plea 
Hearing are also included, as well as the Plea Agreement Forms. 
See Exhibits | and H. 


The Internal Affairs Bureau was requested to complete an administrative investigation 
regarding the matter. 
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This is a summary based on statements given during audio recorded interviews by 
the subjects and witnesses, and Grand Jury testimonies. For complete and detailed 
statements refer to the digital audio recorded files and the verbatim transcripts, 
which are included in this investigation. 


WITNESSES 
Rivera, Jaime, Deputy Sheriff EMEN 


Witness Rivera is a deputy sheriff assigned to the San Dimas Station. He was interviewed 
on June 27, 2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally audio recorded. 
Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report included in this case 
book (Exhibit J, Page 2). For additional information refer to the verbatim transcript of 
Witness Rivera's Grand Jury testimony (Volume Il, Pages 276-306 ). 


IAB Note: A copy of the Incident Details (Tag 8) is included in this report. See 
the Miscellaneous Documents section of this case book. Also, 
Witness Rivera authored the original Incident Report. A copy of that 
report is included in this case book, see Exhibit J, Page 19. 


Tucker, Judd, Deputy Sheriff EM 


Witness Tucker is a deputy sheriff assigned to the San Dimas Station. He was interviewed 
on June 27, 2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally audio recorded. 
Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report included in this case 
book. Exhibit J, Page 4. For additional information refer to the verbatim transcript of 
Witness Tucker's Grand Jury testimony (Volume II, Pages 245-259). 


EE 22 
Witness llis a 36 year old male, employed by I | He 
was interviewed on June 27, 2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally 


audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report 


included in this case book (Exhibit J, Page 5). For additional information refer to the 
verbatim transcript of Witness [J Grand Jury testimony (Volume Il, Pages 168-204). 


ME Deputy Sheritt 


Witness EE is a deputy sheriff assigned to the Inmate Reception Center. She was 
interviewed on June 27, 2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally 
audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report 
included in this case book (Exhibit J, Page 6). For additional information refer to the 
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verbatim transcript of Witness MEE rand Jury testimony (Volume Il, Pages 205- 
243). 


wie A resides at [NG in the city off) He is a jj 


Witness He was interviewed on June 27, 2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. 
The interview was digitally audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview ina 
supplementary report included in this case book (Exhibit J, Page 9). For additional 
information refer to the verbatim transcript of Witness [J Grand Jury testimony 
(Volume Il, Pages 19-39). 


Witness resides at [MT in the city off He is a J| 


of Witness He was interviewed on June 28, 2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. 
The interview was digitally audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a 
supplementary report included in this case book (Exhibit J, Page 10). For additional 
information refer to the verbatim transcript of Witness MM Grand Jury testimony 
(Volume Il, Pages 41-65). 


Witness resides at in the city of . Sheis Witness 

anda f Witness . She was interviewed on June 28, 

2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally audio recorded. Sergeant 

Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report included in this case book 

Exhibit J, Page 10). For additional information refer to the verbatim transcript of Witness 
Grand Jury testimony (Volume II, Pages 66-78). 


Gonzalez, Liza, Sergeant MM 


Witness Gonzalez is a sergeant assigned to the Norwalk Sheriff's Station. At the time of 
the incident she was Subject Richards" Ea. She was interviewed on July 3, 2007, by 
ICIB Sergeants Jim Sully and Susan Vaziri. The interview was digitally audio recorded. 
Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report included in this case 
book (Exhibit J, Page 12). For additional information refer to the verbatim transcript of 
Witness Gonzalez’ Grand Jury testimony (Volume Il, Pages 410-414 and 441-544). 


IAB Note: A Compact Disk, containing a surveillance camera recording from the 
“Circle K” store, is included in this case book. See Exhibit M. 
Witness Gonzalez and Witness [irre seen in the recording, 
entering the “Circle K,” and making a purchase. 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY -4- IV 2201528 


EE Deputy Sheritt NN 


Witness MEME is a deputy sheriff assigned to the Inmate Reception Center. She was 
interviewed on July 3, 2007, by ICIB Sergeants Jim Sully and Susan Vaziri. The interview 
was digitally audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary 
report included in this case book (Exhibit J, Page 13). For additional information refer to 
the verbatim transcript of Witness [J Grand Jury testimony (Volume Il, 404-408 and 
545-603). 


Witness is a| ear old male who resides at | 
Heisa of Witness He was interviewed on July 11, 2007, by ICIB 
Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitaly audio recorded. Sergeant Sully 
summarized the interview in a supplementary report included in this case book (Exhibit 
J, Page 15). For additional information refer to the verbatim transcript of Witness MINNIE 
Grand Jury testimony (Volume Il, Pages 98-112). 


Witness resides at She is Witness MM 
EXE —— of Witness She was interviewed on July 11, 


2007, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally audio recorded. Sergeant 
Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report included in this case book 
Exhibit J, Page 16). For additional information refer to the verbatim transcript of Witness 
—— Grand Jury testimony (Volume Il, Pages 113-119). 


ERE 0 NE 


Witness [Mis a captain assigned to the NY At the time of the 
incident she was a lieutenant assigned to the Inmate Reception Center. She was 
interviewed on January 18, 2008, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally 
audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report 
included in this case book (Exhibit L). For additional information refer to the verbatim 
transcript of Witness [EJ Grand Jury testimony (Volume II, Pages 133-150). 


D OEELL Sergeant | 


Witness EMEN is a sergeant assigned to the Inmate Reception Center. She was 
interviewed on January 31, 2008, by ICIB Sergeant Jim Sully. The interview was digitally 
audio recorded. Sergeant Sully summarized the interview in a supplementary report 
included in this case book (Exhibit K). For additional information refer to the verbatim 
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transcript of Witness [Grand Jury testimony (Volume II, Pages 151-165). 


IAB Note: In addition to those interviewed by Sheriff's Department investigators, 
other witnesses testified before the Grand Jury and their testimony is 
located in Volume II of this case book. 


SUBJECT INTERVIEWS 
Richards, Brian, Deputy Sheriff J 


Subject Richards was interviewed by Internal Affairs Bureau Sergeants Carlos Flores and 
Eric Strong on July 16, 2009, at 1015 hours. The interview was conducted at the Internal 
Affairs Bureau and was digitally audio recorded. Subject Richards was represented by 
Green and Shinee Attorney Liz Gibbons. For additional information, refer to Subject 
Richards' verbatim interview transcript in this case book. 


IAB Note: During his interview Subject Richards was shown several 
photographs. The photographs are included in this case book. See 
the Miscellaneous Documents section of this case book. 


Titel, Joshua, Deputy Sheriff MINE 


Subject Titel was interviewed by Internal Affairs Bureau Sergeants Carlos Flores and Eric 
Strong on July 21, 2009, at 1005 hours. The interview was conducted at the Internal Affairs 
Bureau and was digitally audio recorded. Subject Titel was represented by Green and 
Shinee Attorney Liz Gibbons. For additional information, refer to Subject Titel's verbatim 
interview transcript in this case book. 


IAB Note: During his interview Subject Titel was shown several photographs. 


The photographs are included in this case book. See the 
Miscellaneous Documents section of this case book. 
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SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
Internal Affairs Bureau 


Case Addendum 


UNIT: Norwalk Station 
DATE: June 24, 2007 
SUBJECTS: Liza Gonzalez 4 


LOCATION: Es 


IAB#: IV 2201528 


The initial Internal Affairs Bureau investigation case book regarding the investigation of an 
incident which occurred on June 24, 2007, involving Subjects Joshua Titel and Brian 
Richards, was approved in August 2009. The case book was sent to the subjects’ unit of 
assignment, the Inmate Reception Center, for review and disposition by their unit 
commander. Because Norwalk Station Sergeant Liza Gonzalez was referenced in the 
investigation, a copy of the case book was also sent to her unit commander, Captain 
Patrick Maxwell. 


On October 1, 2009, Captain Maxwell submitted an Office Correspondence requesting that 
Sergeant Gonzalez be added as a subject to the administrative investigation. The Office 
Correspondence cited the following sections of the Manual of Policy and Procedures as 
having been potentially violated: 3-01/030.05, General Behavior; 3-01/040.75, Failure to 
Make Statements and/or Making False Statements During Departmental Internal 
Investigations; 3-01/040.85, Cooperation During Criminal Investigation; and 3-01/040.90 
Reporting Information, 


IAB Note: On November 26, 2008, Subject Gonzalez signed an “Employee's 
Waiver of Time," thus waiving the one-year time period set forth in 
California Government Code Section 3304. See the Miscellaneous 
Documents section of this case book addendum. The waiver states 
that time would toll pending adjudication of the criminal investigation. 
The criminal case was adjudicated on April 21, 2009, thus the 
one-year statute date as it pertains to Subject Gonzalez is 
April 20, 2010. 
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WITNESS 


Bolanos, Joe, Sergeant AM 


Witness Bolanos is a sergeant assigned to the San Dimas Station. He was interviewed 
on July 3, 2007, at 1757 hours, by Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) Sergeant 
Jim Sully. The interview was conducted at the San Dimas Station and was digitally audio 
recorded. Witness Bolanos was asked questions pertaining to a telephone call he 
received from Subject Gonzalez during the EM Shift of June 25, 2007. 


IAB Note: On June 25, 2007, EM Shift, Witness Bolanos worked as the San 
Dimas Station Watch Commander/Watch Sergeant. The San Dimas 
In-Service Sheet for that date and shift is included in this addendum. 
See Exhibit O. 


Witness Bolanos said that he received a telephone call from Subject Gonzalez, who 
identified herself as the Norwalk Station Watch Commander. He said she requested a 
copy of the Incident Report associated with the incident involving Subjects Titel and 
Richards. 


IABNote: On June 25, 2007, EM Shift, Subject Gonzalez worked as the Norwalk 
Station Watch Commander/Watch Sergeant. The Norwalk In-Service 
Sheet for that date and shift is included in this addendum. See 
Exhibit N. A Compact Disk containing an audio recording of Subject 
Gonzalez' telephone call to Witness Bolanos is included in this 
addendum. The transcript of the conversation is also included. See 
Exhibit P. 


For Witness Bolanos' complete statement, refer to the verbatim transcript included in this 
addendum. Witness Bolanos also testified at the Grand Jury. Refer to Volume ll, page 
121, in the initial case book for Witness Bolanos' Grand Jury testimony. 


SUBJECT INTERVIEW 


Gonzalez, Liza, Sergeant D | 


Subject Gonzalez was interviewed by Internal Affairs Bureau Sergeants Carlos Flores and 
Eric Strong on November 16, 2009, at 1000 hours. The interview was conducted at the 
Internal Affairs Bureau and was digitally audio recorded. Subject Gonzalez was 
represented by Green and Shinee Attorney Liz Gibbons. 


For Sergeant Gonzalez’ complete statement, referto Subject Gonzalez verbatim interview 
transcript, included in this addendum. 
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IAB Note: In addition to Subject Gonzalez the Internal Affairs Bureau attempted 
to interview Deputy NN On November 26, 2009, Deputy 
mm assigned to Century Station, was involved in an on-duty 

traffic collision. As a result of the collision, Deputy sustained 

injuries which have prevented her return to work. Due to her 


injured-on-duty status, she was not available for an administrative 
investigation interview as of February 1, 2010. 
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County of Los Angeles 


Sheriff's Department Headquarters 
4700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 91754-2169 


April 8, 2010 


Sergeant Liza Gonzalez, 


Dear Sergeant Gonzalez: 


You are hereby notified that it is the intention of the Sheriff's Department to discharge you 
from your position of Sergeant, Item No.2717A, with this Department, effective the close 
of business April 29, 2010. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2201528, conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, 
coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


$4 That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/or Making False 
Statement during Departmental Internal Investigation, on or about 
November 16, 2009, you made false statements to investigators 
conducting Internal Affairs Investigation Number IV 2201528 in 
which you denied being present during a felony assault committed 
by off-duty Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 
2007, in the city of 


2. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.85, Cooperation During Criminal Investigation, on or about 
July 3, 2007 and April 7, 2008, you failed to cooperate with 
investigators from the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) 
when you made false statements in which you denied being 
present during a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies 

Brian Richards and Joshua Titel that occurred in the city of 
on June 24, 2007. That assault was documented and 

investigated by ICIB under file number 407-00020-2003-441. 


A Tradition of Serurce Since 1850 


Sergeant Liza Gonzalez, E | 


3. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.85, Cooperation During Criminal Investigation, on or about 
September 19, 2008, you provided false testimony to The Grand 
Jury of the County of Los Angeles when you testified under oath 
that you were not present on UU the city of| 
during a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian 
Richards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 2007. 


4. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.90, Reporting Information, on or about June 24, 2007, you 
failed to report to the Department information regarding a felony 


assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua 
Titel on N the city of Mon June 24, 2007. 


5. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/050.10, Performance to Standards, you failed to perform the 
expectations of a supervisor when you failed to report your 
presence at the location of a felony assault committed by off-duty 
Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua Titel that occurred in the city 
of Mon June 24, 2007, and did not report that you were 
a witness to a felony assault involving off-duty Department 
personnel. 


6. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.05, General Behavior, on or about September 19, 2008, 
you brought discredit to yourself and the Sheriff's Department when 
you provided false testimony to The Grand Jury of the County of 
Los Angeles when you testified under oath that you were not 
present on E the city of Muring a felony 
assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua 
Titel on June 24, 2007. 


T: That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations and Orders, on or 
about September 19, 2008, you provided false testimony to The 
Grand Jury of the County of Los Angeles when you testified under 
oath that you were not present on L| . D the city of Bill 

during a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian 
Richards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 2007, in violation of several 
Department policies. 


8. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 


Sergeant Liza Gonzalez, E | 3 


01/030.37, Unnecessary/Inappropriate Interference in an 
Investigation, on or about June 25, 2007, you, as the Norwalk 
Station Watch Commander, tried four times to obtain a copy off 
tation Complaint Report #107-03613-0813-144, interjecting 
yourself in a matter that was not privy to Norwalk Station personnel. 


You may respond to the intended action orally or in writing. In the event that you choose 
to respond orally to these charges, you have already been scheduled to meet with Chief 
Thomas Laing on April 27, 2010, at 1100 hours, in his office, which is located at Sheriff's 
Headquarters, 4700 Ramona Blvd, Monterey Park, CA 91754, Room 423. If you are 
unable to appear at the scheduled time and wish to schedule some other time prior to April 
27, 2010, for your oral response, please call Chief Laing's secretary at ERES for 
an appointment. 


If you choose to respond in writing, please call Chief Laing's secretary to cancel your 
scheduled appointment, and send your response to the facts contained in this letter to 
Chief Laing's office by no later than April 27, 2010. 


Failure to respond to this Letter of Intent within fifteen (15) business days will be 
considered a waiver of your right to respond and will result in the imposition of the 
discipline indicated herein. 

If you did not receive the investigative material on which your discipline is based at the time 
you were served with this correspondence, you may contact the Internal Affairs Bureau at 
(323) 890-5300, to obtain a copy of the case file. 

The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 
Sincerely, 


LEROY D. BACA, SHERIFF 


Karyn Mennis 


Karyn Mannis, Captain 
Internal Affairs Bureau 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the Manual 
of Policy and Procedures. 


Sergeant Liza Gonzalez, Bil 
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Advocacy Unit 

Employee Relations Unit 

Chief Thomas Laing, Field Operations Region III 
Internal Affairs Bureau 

Office of Independent Review (OIR) 

(File #2201528) 
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CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


COMMISSIONERS: EVELYN V. MARTINEZ « VANGE FELTON + CAROL FOX + LYNN ADKINS « Z. GREG KAHWAJIAN 
LAWRENCE D. CROCKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR « STEVE CHENG, HEAD CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


February 1, 2012 


FINAL COMMISSION ACTION 


Subject of Hearing: Petition of LIZA GONZALEZ for a hearing on her discharge, 
effective May 6, 2010, from the position of Sergeant, Sheriffs Department, 
Case No. 10-159. E 


The Civil Service Commission, at its meeting held on January 25, 2012, approved 
findings in the above-entitled case. The objections submitted were overruled. 


Since a copy of these findings has already been provided to all the parties, we have 
enclosed a copy of the signed formal order of the Commission for your records. 


Anyone desiring to seek review of this decision by the Superior Court may do so under 
Section 1085 or 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure, as appropriate. An action under 
Section 1094.6 can only be commenced within 90 days of the decision. 


du O 


Lawrence D. Crocker 
Executive Director 


c: Liza Gonzalez 
Melanie C. Smith 
Catherine M. Mathers 
Irene Ayala 


ROOM 522 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION e 500 W. TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 e TELEPHONE (213) 974-2411 + FAX (213) 974-2534 


BEFORE THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE 


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


In the matter of the discharge, effective ) 
May 6, 2010, from the position of Sergeant, ) 
Sheriff's Department, of ; 
ORDER OF THE CIVIL 
LIZA GONZALEZ SERVICE COMMISSION 


(Case No. 10-159) 


——— —— 


On January 25, 2012, the Civil Service Commission of the County of Los Angeles, having 
read the foregoing Findings of Fact, and good cause appearing therefor, overruled the petitioner's 
objections. The Commission adopted as its final decision, the findings and recommendation of the 
Hearing Officer, Irene Ayala, to sustain the Department. Commissioners Felton and Martinez 
dissented: 


Dated this 1st day of February 1, 2012. 


Dissented Y Modin 
EVELYN-LY. MARTINEZ, President 


LYNN ADKINS, Member 


Dissented m TF, LI 
VANGE FELTON, Member 


CAROL FOX, Member 


> 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION; : 
In the Matter of- ) 
) 
LIZA GONZALEZ, ) Case No. 10-159 
) 
Appellant, ) FINDINGS OF FACT, 
) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
Vs. ) RECOMMENDED DECISION: 
) 
LOS ANGELES.COUNTY . ) 
SHERIFF'S DEPARTMEN ) 
2 
) 
m " 


‘The hearings in the above matter were held on December 2, 2010, January 7, 2011, March 31, 
2011, and April 18, 2011 conceming the appeal ix. LIZA GONZALEZ (“Appellant”) of her discharge from 
in of Sergeant with: the Los Angeles County. Shotts Denver ni (responden 


ISSUES 


The parties stipulated that the issues in this matter are the following: 
1. Are the allegations contained in Respondent's letter of May 4, 2010 true? 
2. If any or all of the allegations are true, is the discipline appropriate? 
3. Arethe allegations contained in Respondent's letter of May 4, 2010 barred by the provisions 
of Government Code Section 3304(d)? 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 


Appellant began her employment with Respondent on April 12, 1995. At the time of her 
discharge, she held the position of Sergeant and was assigned to the Norwalk Sheriff's Station. 


On Saturday, June 23, 2007, Appellant attended several social gatherings at the homes of 


Lieutenant um E | Appellant attended those gatherings with 


her boyfriend, Deputy Brian Richards ("Richards") and'Deputies | 1 Em Titel 
("Titel") and EE | — EE Titel. were also in à dating relationship. 
Appellant had a casual social relationship with Titel, EN and EE they worked with 
Richards at the Inmate Reception Center (“IRC”). 

The first gathering they attended was at the home of here they all drank alcoholic 
beverages. They remained at the residence from approximately 1:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
The group then drove to.the residence E Bc they continued drinking 
alcoholic beverages. 

They left the residence shortly after midnight on June 24, 2007 to go to | ERR on 


| — HH | | Because he was the least intoxicated, Richards rove | 


automobile with Titel, EN oc -s his passengers: Appellant followed them in her own 


automobile, a gray Honda Accord. ee: at | ELS when they 
arived. AN GS ,F m was off-duty. He and LE 2 Zu — | 
period and he was thel of her I shorty after they arrived, Richards and Titel 
became involved in à violent assault oii Deputy Sheriffs from the San Dimas Station arrived at 


the scene at 1:09:a:m. in response to several 911 calls fon 0 | Videotape ata 


2 


i 
| 
i 
| 
| 


Circle-K store one mile. from EB ---- showed Appellant and E e at the store's 
location at 1:18 aim: ..- — z gi $ wes 

The-next day; while on-duty as the Watch Commander at the Norwalk Station, Appellant called 
the San Dimas Station requesting an incident report of the assault of | She made a total of four-s 
attempts to obtain the report, but was unsüccéssful. 

Appellant denied she was present at the scene during Respondent's investigation of thé incident 
conducted by the Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau ("ICIB*) and the Internal Affairs Bureau (“IAB”), 
and persisted in that denial during her testimony, underoath; at the:subsequent grand jury proceedings 
conducted by the District Attorney's office regarding the conduct of Titel and Richards. 

Respondent's investigation included interviews 2E l1 | Titel; Richards, and several 
neighbors wha heard or observed the assault as it.took place. 

Formal felony assault charges were filed against Titel and: Richards in Los Anğelës Superior. 
Court. . Both deputies entered guilty pleas on April 23, 2009. .. Titel pled guilty to misdemeanor assault 
by means likely to prodüce great bodily injury, and Richards pled guilty to misdemeanor battery. In 
addition to criminal charges;.Titel and Richards were discharged from the Department: However, they 
enteréd into settlement agreements with Respondent in which Titel was demoted froma Deputy Sheriff 
to à Custody Assistant position, and Richards received.a suspension of 30 days: 

— : 

; E interviewed by Sgt. Sully for the ICIB investigation, At thé time-of the 
ineident;:he was, A m the | He confirmed he o — ë g and.on‘for 
about ens they, had aa He knew S with Hi June 23, 


2007. -He had tentative plans to meet her late that evening. . He arrived at about, 1:00 a.m. on June 24; 
2007 and.waited for her outside hér residence. 

» At about 1:15.0r:1:20.a,m. she called him and:said, "These guys; they're. looking-for you.: They're 
driving, as fast as they can. They're blowing off stop signs. | hope you'ré not at my. house right now." 


He decided not to leave:and remained standing by his truck that was parked near her residerice. 


| 
| 
i 
i 
i 
i 


| 
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| 
| 
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When car arrived, Richards and Titel both jumped out of their car, ran toward him, 
and began striking him. They slammed his head so hard against his truck it made a dent in it. : He 
recalled being held on the ground with someone repeatedly striking him in the back of his head. The 
attack continued until he lost consciousness. He did recall being around him. He was taken 
by paramedics to Pomona Valley Hospital for evaluation and treatment of his injuries. He remained off 
work for approximately six weeks due to his injuries. 

During his grand jury testimony, Wi DGE he did not see anyone, other than — | 
Titel, and Richards get out of ES He was asked if another woman pulled, (== | 


away from him during the assault. He responded, "I don't know." (Ex. 54, p. 203) 


Matthew Janssen, M.D. 
Dr. Janssen was the emergency room physician who evaluated Bt Pomona Valley Hospital 


following the incident. The doctor testified before:the:grand jury that naa bruising all over his face 
and he was covered in blood. - It was obvious to the doctor naa been beaten. In addition to the 
bruises on his face, he had a swollen eye, bruises on his arm, abrasions on his knees, and abrasions on 
his. upper chest. | — eported to the doctor he had been kicked and was experiencing pain in his 
head and face. The doctor did not. conside trivial and indicated it would take some 
period of time for him to recuperate. (Ex. 57) 
Joshua Titel 

Titel testified at the hearing that when they aríived E esicence he took items out of 
her automobile and walked to where his own automobile was parked nearby: -As he was trying to get 
into his.automobile he was:unexpectedly struck by — c a fight ensued. He described himself as 
extremely intoxicated and "in a rage.” He recalléd kicking — | and at some point their fight tutned into 
a beating of | | He denied initiating the assault against ana initially told investigators from 
Internal Affairs he was defending himself against attack. At the appeal hearing, he confirmed he. 


lied about acting in self-defense. 


Titel indicated he had been charged with a felony for the assault prior to his interview with Internal 
Affairs.- He €onfirmed.he intentionally lied to the investigator about his role in the iricident. He recalled: 
seeing Appellant arrive. at the scene of the. fight; but did not know when she left. - 

During the; IAB interview conducted by Sgt. Carlos Flores on July 21, 2009, Titel confirmed: 
Richards I | end he drove together CENE residence on the day of thie incident 
and arrived at approximately 1:00:a.m. on June 24, 

During that interview, Titel told Sgt. Flores when they arrived at Nai: =se ce Richards 
told [I get into Appellant's automobile so she could go to Appellant's residence: -Titel relayed to 
the investigator he was at his automobile when [struck him and he fell to the ground: Titel 
described an attack that portrayed [as the aggressor. . Titel confirmed he heard | s 
screaming; ‘That's my baby's daddy." He also confirmed she somehow got involved in theif: physical. 


+ altercation:-(Exi49:p:20,21)- He was asked it carie involved in an altereation with me 


other two females that were present (Mnd Appellant), Titel replied, “Not to my knowledge, sir. As 
far as- know they left and everything was good." (Ex. 19, p.32) He also indicated | — 1 across 
all three of us..." He:denied striking her during his fight with [| He also denied Appellant.and 

EB -- present during the incident.- (Ex. 19; p. 37). Hé saw Appellant drive away from the location 
less.than ong minde before the fight began.» (Ex. 19, p. 38) 

:He and Richards gave their version.of the incident to Deputy Sheriffs who responded to 911 calls 
from. neighbors... Those deputies drove them to Appellant's residence. According to Titel; Richards 
described the incident to-Appellarit and she told them they had to report it: Richards did call their 
Sergeant at R.C: while in-Appellant's home. 

Titel'stated Appellant. may have mentioned to them that they would want a copy of the incident 
report available when they-reported it to their own superiors. 

Bran Richards 
Sgt. Flores interviewed Richards about the incident on July 16, 2009... Richards recalled Titel and 
ENEB 2" vino at each other on the drive to NW residence. When they arrived at 


Hoe, he exited the automobile and approached Appellant's vehicle to tell:her there was a ~ 
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changé in plans, She was to EG E to Appellant's residence: E>: out of | 
automobile, entered Appellant's automobile, and Appellant drove away. As he walked to Titel’s parked 
automobile charged Tite! and struck nim. A fight ensued with all three men. No one other than 
EE 2s present. (Ex. 20, p. 20) Boone involved in the altercation just before the 
patrol deputies:arrived at the location. (Ex: 20; p. 22) Richards insisted | — LES the aggressor, and 
heand Titel were defending themselves. When he and Titel arrived at Appellant's residence she 
advised him:to call his work and report the incident. 
= 
HR vs interviewed by Sat, Sully for thie ICIB investigation on July 11, 2007. She stated 
she-had two telephone conversations with [before she and the others arrived at her residence. 
During the second call she told him, "I hope you're not at my house. We're on our way there.". When 
Titel became aware — would be at her home; be:fold-Richards to get him to her place quickly. She 
stated Richards drove 100 miles an hour through every stop light and stop sign. (Ex: 33, p. 3) 
She recalled Titel and Richards immediately ran toward | — Lu they got to her residence. 
Titel and Richards pulled — A his truck and slammed his head into the side of the truck," Titel'and 
Richards then began kicking and beating [J She stated she was not able'to reach e use 
| — IS holding her back and Appellant was standing next to her. Both Appellant and EN 
her bäck: (Ex.33, p.5) Atsome point,she did reach do got on top of him tà protect him as 
Richards and Titel continued to kick him while he was-on the ground. The two men stopped and they 
went to where the two women were:standing. Richards yelled at them to "get the fuck out of hére.” (Ex. 
33, p. 6) Appellant left just as a patrol car, fire engine and ambulance were arriving. (Tran. 1-7-11, p. 
98) 
She has had no contact with Appellant since the incident. EN: call her after the incident 
and told her she did not want to be involved and not to. say she was present during the fight 
A second interview by Sgt. Sully took place on-July 27, 2007. At that time, she again described 
|. — beating, and aiso confirmed J neta her back as she was trying to run to help MEN RE 


told her, don't. Whatever's going to happen; tet it be. Let them do what they got to do: (Ex. 
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33; p. 23). She indicated she was trying to get away from the "girls" to get toll (Ex. 33, p. 23), 
She then heard someone yell at the girls, “Get the fuck outta here! Gohome, gohome” ^ Thé women: 
then left: IE [Maria Appetiant were present when:the assault was taking 
place. (Ex:33, p. 28). 

ERE testified at the grand jury proceedings about thie incident: During her testimony she* 
confirmed llla: a passenger in her automobile the night of the incident... After Titel and Richards 
ran toward [Booth E Appellant held her to keep her from getting to. Each woman 
held one of her arms. (Ex. 55, p: 222) . At rio point did she see EE- Appellant attempt to stop the 
fight. .(Ex.55, p. 226). . Before the pátrol vehicle arrived; Titel and Richards yelled EE: ; 
Appellant to leave the scene... | — Em them leave shortly thereafter... (Ex. 55, p; 227): 

13s | EER she was not truthful when she told the deputies who arrived'at the 
: scene she did. hot witness.the assault... She explained it was because Titel and-Richárdé were looking at 
her with their arms crossed and she knew that meant she better not say a word. She was concemed for 
her safety. . (Ex. 55, p. 230). She admitted she was also concerned because she would not complete her 
probationary. period at work for another two weeks and knew involvement in the incident could affect her 
work status. 
EEG 
a Atthe grand jury proceedings, S rsen to answer any of the questions askéd of her stating 
that on the advice and Instruction of her attorney she was asserting her rights under-the Fifth 
Amendment. She was instructed to appear before Judge Peter Espinoza fora hearing regarding her 
refusal to:answer questions. (Ex..61) : 
i Eves recalled to:the grand jury for har testimony after having been granted immunity. by.the 
judge. When-quéstioned, she stated she did not recall stopping.to vomit or going inside a Circle K : 
store. She was highly intoxicated ihat night. (Ex..65; p.552) - The first time she became aware of those: 


facts was when she read a motion from Appellant's attorney; 


She confirmed drinking alcohol at both social gatherings prior to going to | — -icc 
She became so intoxicated she went to-sleep in | oic She did not remember leaving 
Sot. EM esidence, or arriving at | esidenice. she recatted EE Titel were 
in the automobile with her, but denied hearing anyone arguing or Screaming as they drove to | 
residence. She did awaken at the residence when Richards yelled at her and told her to go with 
Appellant. She-did.not recall seeing where Titel G vere located at that time: Appellant was 
inside her automobile waiting for her. 

She denied seeing any patrol cars, a fire truck, and denied hearing any sirens. She had no 
recollection of holding [EEE arm at the scene, or telling her she should not get involved in the 
assault. She denied recalling any of the events of the actual fight with Paige. She did not recall having 
Appellant stop for her to vomit, or going to the Circle K store after they E 5 LT even 
though she saw the videotape from the Circle. K showing-her awake and walking without any heed for 
assistance. 

| — I she first learned of the assault later the morning of June 24^ from Titel and 
Richards. She denied either Richards or Titel gave her facts about the assault other than it involved 
uum... 

HE [ERE she did call | oe the incident to ask what happened, and that her 
response was, "You know what happened. Pm not going down alone: I'm taking everybody down with 
me.” (Ex. 65, p. 581) 

Liza Gonzalez 

Appellant was interviewed for the ICIB investigation on July 3, 2007; Appellant confirmed she 
was in her car alone as‘she followed Richards O essence. She was driving a gray Honda 
Accord. After they arrived, Moo: into her car when Richards approached her and told her there 
was a change of plans because of an argument between Titél and ESSEN She sáid she. never 
exited her automobile. She and llle: but iater teamed about the fight with [J Shé decis she 
and. Herc present when the fight took place. 


| 
i 


-AY FOR 


( 


fter she CNN. she stopped at a Circle K located at. Walnut and Bonita; then” 


drove to her residence. About 30 minutes later, Richards and Titel arrived at her residens and: ddl Her 
what happened, E contacted their Watch Commander to report the incident: 

x She wert to Work the:next day, She told the ICIB investigator that although she was not involved 
and was not à witness, She felt she should report thé matter to her own Captain. She also felt sh& 
should obtain a copy of the incident réport prepared. by the San Dimas deputiés who responded to ttie “ 
911 calls... She planned to provide that report to her superior; Captain Maxwell.» She cóntacted (he San 
Dimas station several times in an attempt to:obtain the report. However, she was urisüccessfuí so'sha 
informed him of the incident verbally. 

; A second (CIB interview.of Appellarit took place on April 7,2008. . The: District Attorney's office 


Gibbons; who confirmed Appellant had béen granted immiinity and could not be prosecuted foFaüy 


crime às a result of statements made during the interview. 
Sgt. Sully indicated Appellant was being viewed-as a witness to the assault, notas a participant. 
During that intervjew, she again confirmed shé.never got outof'her automobile at | ED 


and was never involved in attempting to-break up the fight: MM was witi her when she teft the 


location. (Ex 41) 


When, sheappsared at the.grand jury proceedings:on September 19,2008, Appellant would rot - 


answer any questions posed to her... Instead; she-repeatedly stated she was asserting Her rights under” 


the Fifth Ameridment on the advice of hér.attorney.- She was instructed to appear before Judge Peter 


fof a hearing on the matter. (Ex.62) «eno co eee 


„Appala 
proceedings on September 22, 2008 where she provided her testimony under oath. She confi irméd stie 


Espiri 


as granted immunity from criminal: —— and retumed to the gránd jury ^ 


altendéd two; social gatherings the. day of the incident: She stated she followed Richards’ aut bile as 


MERI esidence.-.-She testified icis ves riot speeding and did not go throügn - 
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ns. After Richards arrived E 0 residence, he parked his automobile in frontot her 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


house and walked to Appellant's automobile. She did not see anyone else exist his automobile, and did 
not see anyone else on the street. 

When Richards got to her automobile, he told her — ES Titel had an árgunient and Titel 
was going home with him. was to go with Appettant to her residence. Once Bk erc her 
automobile, Richards told her he would call her and then he walked [d automobite. 
Appellant did not recall whetherlllllineeciea assistance getting to or ito her automobile. She did not 
notice if there were people in the street and denied she heard any loud noises when she was In her 
automobile. She was at the location only a few minutes. She did not recall'seeing Huck at the 
location, 

. After she left, she had to stop in a residential area because Bos to Vomit out of her 
passenger door. {t took her about 20 to 25 minutes to clean it up.. “Appellant theri drove to a Circle K 
store because EB... to purchase cigarettes... Both of them entered the store, thé purchase was 
made, they left; and Appellant drove home: Appellant statéd | TS able to exit the automobile 
and walk into Appellant's residence unassisted. Richards and Titel arrived at her résiderice about 30 
minutes later. She was told they were in a fight and she told them to tehort'the matter to their 
Supervisor. She;stated she was given very few facts about the assault by Richards or Titel. 

Appellant was interviewed by Sgt. Carlos Flores on November 1 6, 2009 for Resporident's IAB 
investigation. She had previously been provided with transcripts of her ICIB interview:and her 
testimony at the grand jury procéeding. Appellant told.Sgt. Flores she gave truthful answers to the 
questions posed to her in both instances. She also declined the opportunity to:change or modify those 
answers, (Ex. 75, p. 5) During that interview, Appellant repeated her previous statements and 
testimony that she did not get out of the car E | location. The answers she gave during that 
interview were consistent with what she previously stated at the. ICIB interview and at the grand juty 
session. 


Appellant was reminded she-did not mention llli vo:sited and that she tiad to táke time to 


‘Clean it up before reaching the: Circle K during either of her ICIB interviews. Appellant said she forgot. 


(EX 75, p. 25) 
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Appellant testified at the appeal hearing on March 31, 2011 and continued to deny she was 
present during the assault. - She also testified about the circumstances involved in tha signing of her 
waiver. On November 26, 2008, she had a conversation with Captain: Maxwell where he asked her to 
Sign a waiver form. She understood from: him if she signed the waiver she would remairra witriess; If. 
she refused to sign it; she would become a subject of the ICIB and 1AB investigations. (Tran. 3-31-11; p. 
116-117) She signed the waiver on November 26, 2008. Appellant státed before shé signed it she 
asked Captain Maxwell if she could contact her attorney. . His response was; "You know how attorneys 
are. She'll just:convince. you not to sign it” - She signed the. document in his office. 

Appellant.stated.she-did not fully understand what she was waiving at that time. (Tran, 3-31-11, 
p.119) She'signed it because he was not only her supervisor, hé was:also.a personal friend. She felt 
he was giving her the right advice when he asked her to sign the waiver form. 

_ Sheidid notdisouss, the waiver with her attomey; Elizabeth Gibbons; until appřoxiately one 
Month later: At that time Ms, Gibboris told Appellant she would handlé it. : Appellant did not take steps 
to rescind the waiver, and was not aware if Ms. Gibbons did so. 

. Appellant understood:she became a subject on October, 2009, about a year after she signed’ 
the waiver... That day she.was called to the office of Lt Seroggin who was present with Lt. Johnson, 
They notified her:she was the subject of an investigation and-was being relieved of duty. aos: er: 

During her IAB intetviéw.coriducted on November-16; 2009 by Sgt. Flores; Appellant repeated the 
same. version of the facts given during her previous interviews: and during.her grand Jury testimony. (Ex. 
75) > + i e 
With regard "BEEN... of the events, Appellant confirmed at the appeal hearing she 
did not kriow I welt before the incident took piace, and knew. of no reason why m 
lie about lll and Appeliant holding her back when she attempted to help [Mand that Appeliant »: 
had been present during the altercation. i Pe e Bat ae pin 


Appellant was served with the notice of intent to discipline. her on April 8, 2010, and Was served 
With the notice of discharge on May 4, 2010... Her discharge was effective May 6,:2010.-. (Ex. 3) 


1t 


| Jolin Powell 


Mr. Powell is with the Sheriff's Technical Operations Bureau. He was asked to obtain the 
security video from the Circle K store for the date of June 24, 2007. Using his own equipment, he was 
| able to record the information from the store's video. He noted the time shown on the current day's 
video was accuraté. He, therefore, concluded the time shown on the video for June 24* would have 
also. been accurate. 
The first 911 call received by the dispatcher was received at 1:06 a.m. on June 24,2007. Thé 
San Dimas deputies arrived at the location at 1:09 a.m. Appellant L c seen on the store 
surveillance camera entering the store at 1:18.à.m. {CIB invéstigators drove the one-mile route from 
HE «esidence to the store in two minutes and 35 seconds. 
Sgt. Jose Bolanos 
Vi Sgt. Bolanos was working at the San:Dimas'Sheriff's Station at the time of thé incident ‘and. was 
briefly at the location where the fight took placé; He téstified he later received a call from a famale 
sergeant who identified herself as the Watch Commarider at the Norwalk Station. She called him to 
request a copy of the incident report prepared by the San Dimas patrol deputies, She told him she 
wanted to know the extent of the involvement of Richards and Titel. Sgt. Bolaros thought hër reason for 
the request was unusual. Hé did not understand why a Norwalk Watch: Commander would have 
anything todo with an incident that occurred off-duty in the City of San Dimas. ' (Ex. 51) 

During his interview by Sgt. Sully on July '3,.2007, Sgt. Bolanos recalled Appellant told him she 
wanted the report because she knew the deputies involved in the incident, that she had been with them 
that day, and she was worried that [NEM might say somiething about her. Sgt: Bolanos did not 
provide Appellant with thiat report. (Ex. 76)- 

aaa 

Mr. is a neighbor of RR who was interviewed about the incident. He indicated tie 
was awakened at 1:00 a.m. on June 24" when he heard screaming and loud noises. He could not see 
the source of the noise from his own bedroom window, so he walked into his EB ecroom. From 


the window in that room, he saw a male kicking someone who was lying on the ground, He called 911 


12 


to report what was taking place... He walked outside and saw his neighbor EEE screaming and 
crying... He then saw someone walking Gut of à door-and then a group of people standing in front of 
| — EJ automobile was a small SUV. Mr. [saw a man yell obscenities at BB then 
the patrol vehicle arrived;.He also indicated “there were people standing there watching this dude get 
kicked." (Ex; 34, p..7) The only one. he heard screaming was | He-recalled seeing only: 
ENEB <2 BB nie he was lying on the ground. 
During his grand jury. testimony, IUS SECI that in addition to the male he saw lying on the: 
ground, he also saw another male and à female at the.scene. (Ex.44; p.22)-. He also stated he saw 
EE: but .no other females during the incident... He also-did not E LU herself on top 
E (EX: 44, p. 30)... He did state.by the time he looked out of -- it appeared the. 
fight was óver. (Ex. 44, p. 37) 


es 


EE. I sos oy a 


tesidence: They knew Tite, and | Their bedroom window overlooks the parking area 
where the incident took place. They. woke up when they:heard loud noises, yelling, and screaming: 
They saw four people pushing, shouting and fighting. They.saw.a female in front:of Titel pushing him 
back, but it was not J (BEEBE Was tying on top of somebody who: was on the ground. (Ex. 
95, p.5)- Me indicated the other woman was restraining Titel, throwing herself on him; That; 
woman had long, dark brown hair.- (Ex. 35, p. 7) .. He saw BE a'second female; (Ex. 35, p. 
11) - The.other woman was yelling-at everyone; something to the effect of "break it up. She was: 
holding people back and getting people out of the way. . (Ex; 35; p. 15). Mr: HF écates Seeing 
EN. down on top of Paige. — The second woman seemed to bs trying to break up the fight; as 
Well... (Ex. 25, p. 16): The transcript of his 911 call indicated he:saw two males fist fighting and females: 


trying fo break it up. (Ex. 24, p.4) 


| — EE testified at the grand jury proceedings that there were two females at the 
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He confirmed that female was not his neighbor 5 | He described her -as.a "Hispanic 
lady." (Ex: 45, p. 47) She was yelling at Titel, "Stop, stop it, leave him alone, stop it" as she tried to pull 
him back. (Ex. 45, p. 48) 

Mr EN described m on — L3 he was-on the ground. She then ran 
to his front door yelling and asking them to call 911. She was yelling; "Call. 911. They'ré going to Kill 
him." (Ex. 45, p. 49) Moments later, he walked to where was lying on the ground. He testified 

Hed been beaten severely. There was blood all over the place, he was bleeding out of his mouth 
and his eyes and nose were bloody. (Ex. 45, p. 53) 

He saw the other female with Titel and Richards after the deputies responding to the 911 call had 
artived. (Ex; 45,p. 55) When shown photographs, he was able to identify Titel, Richards and thë 
Hispanic woman. (Ex. 45, p. 59) 

During his testimony at tha appeal-hearing:on January 7; 2011, Mr —— hie 'sáw à 
Hispanic female present during the fight. There were a total of five persons involved in the altercation. 
(Tran. 17-11, p. 15) He recognized his neighbor J Tite! ana I béing present. When 
the-first patrol vehicle arrived, the Hispanic woman was still present. Mr. | — E see she was 
holding Titel back. (Tran. 1-7-11; p. 25) -He recalled: her hair was dark and was worn loose. He did not 


recall seeing à third female. 


Ms T Mr. Band also witnessed the incident; She could see that 


someone: Was being assaulted and recognized her neighbor, EE ‘She-also'recalled a woman 
standing by a parked automobile on the side of the street. (Ex. 46, p. 72) Ms llle sioe that 
wainan's automobile ás small white Honda Civic, or Something similar to that type of automobile. (Ex. 
46; p. 76) ‘The woman was described'as approximately 5'7* or 5'8” tall, with dark, médium length hair. 
(Ex. 46, p. 77) 
EXE 
Ms m a neighbor G mM also observed the incident. At about 1:00 a:m. red ll 


eae woke her and she went to his bedroom window when she heard people fighting and girls 


i4 


telling someone to-stop.. (Ex: 50; p..115)- She did not recall how many women were present it *could be 
two or three.” (p. 118) Her fea 911.and she returned to her own bedroom. š 
-~a During her testimony at the appeal hearing, she stated there were four or five persons at the 
location of the altercation, and she recalled there were females present, but did not know exactly how 
many there were. (Tran. 1-7-11, p. 78) 
| CUE 
EU — is Ms MF ond he testified at the grand jury that hë was awakeried öh the 
morning of the incident by women screaining, "Stop, stop fighting,” and men punching and yelling; Hé 
heard two women... (Ex. 49, pp. 100-101)... He looked out'a-window and saw two women who were close 
1o a car; (p.101) . He;saw two men fighting; ; He:could recall.one woman had hair that was “a blondish 
color," but:could not recall the hair color: of the other: woman? (p:;104) = He no longer observed the fight 
after he called.911..-He did lock out his window again when he heard sirens.-«He'saW'deputies speaking 
to people outside, but the women were no longer present. (p.407) ** 

The transcript of hís-911-cáll on. June 24, 2007 contained his statements that there were two men 
beating up another man and wo girls:tryirig to get them to stop. © He indicated he thought there were five 
people involved in the fight. (Ex. 24, p. 1). He also reported the girls were yelling for the men to’stop'the 
fight... The girls were scared and yelling. -(Ex:24. p: 2). At the appeal hearing he recalled hearing more 
than one person shouting for help; and he believed they were female voices: (Tran.-1:7-11; p. 67) He 
did not actually see any female at the scene, only malés,: He estimated he was looking out of his: 
window about 40 seconds or less, at which point he and — EM 911. 

Deputy Jüdd Tucker 

, Deputy Tucker was one of the deputies who responded to the 914 calls regarding the incident. - 
He was interviewed by Sgt. Sully on June 27, 2007 for the ICIB investigation: Deputy Tucker confirmed 
he received the radio call about the. incident at around 1:00 a:m. on June 24; 2007:° He arrived at ^^^ 


HE ESG about two or three minutes after receipt of the radio call: | Af the scene fie saw 


ing in the-street.-.-Titel came up tothe deputy and identified: ~ 
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himself as a deputy and the other person involved in the fight. EN... she was not présent when 
the fight took place. 

The report prepared by Deputy Tucker indicated | provokea the attack on Titel. | fee 
to be restrained on the ground until help arrived. 

Deputy Jaime Rivera 

Deputy Rivera was the second deputy who artived at the location. His radio dispatch log 
indicated he received the call at 1:07 a.m, and he arrived at 1:09 a.m. (Ex. 24) His field Sergeant, Sgt. 
Jose Bolanos; arrived at the location that night; and another deputy arrived, but did not stay. When he 
arrived, he EZ Lm face down on the sidewalk with a small puddle of blood under his face. He 
saw Titel and Richards standing nearby. . Titel told Deputy Rivera Jinexpecteaty attacked him and 
he and Richatds re the ground; Deputy Rivera referred to Titel as the Victim and Richards 
as.a witness in his crime report. He considered | i Suspect: 

Deputy Rivera saw that vos nearby crying." When he asked her what happened, she 
said, “l! don't know what happened." *|wasn'there;" “| just heard a commotiori ànd walked over and | 
saw "EH: the floor.” (Ex.37, p. 9). She then informed him she was a Hen had ll 

N- did not want to lose. her job. 

During his grand.jury testimony, Deputy Rivera testified Titel, Richards, and | — LL the 
only persons atthe scene who identified themselves as deputiés. Appellant and EB. not at'the 
scene while he and Deputy Tucker were at the location. (Ex. 58) 

Sat. Jarnes Sully 

Sgt. Sully conducted the [CIB investigation of Titel and Richards for possible criminal conduct. 
ICIB does investigations of employees where criminal conduct may have takén place. He began the 
investigation just prier to June 27, 2007. -He learned fróm his interview of uu 2 
Appellant were also présent during the altercation. . He algo. interviewed LI some of 
whom relayed to him that there were several women at the scene. He was also informed of an inquiry to 
the San Dimas Station about the incident by a person who identified herself as the. Watch Commander 
from the Norwalk Station, 
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„He spoke: G s the neighbors. who claimed they either héard or saw the altercation: He 
confirmed they were able to see the incident from their telis homes. 
TE: Sati Sully interviewed Appellant ana o his Xivéstigatian: The District Attorney's: 
office asked that a second interview be conducted because it was believed they did witness the. 
altercation. Sat. Sully was asked to offer them immunity from'criminal prosecution. - The District 
Attorney's office was not conceméd ‘the women were criminally culpable. - Appellant told him she left 
before the altercation took place; but did not indicate-she Stopped-at a Circle K:store on. her way: home: 
Sgt. Sully did discover a videotape of Appellant and | m a Circle K store that is about one mile from 


| —— -nce iioo him two minutes-and 47 seconds to drive from EEE residence to 


the store.. (Ex: 27, p: 14). He knew the first 911:call was received.at 1:06 a.m: 'and that Appellant ánd 


Mere shown on the store.video.tape at-1:18 a.m. t € 
Capta ain Patrick Maxwell. - Ust uedab Biss. 


"Captain Maxwell was Appellant's superior at the Norwalk Station. - He recalled shortly after the 
incident Appellant verbally informed him no B deputy, was involved in a fight while off-duty. 
She told him she was not present during the fight: - Captain Maxwell testified he did-not need to see an 
inciderit report since his-employees were.not involved in it. He never asked her to obtain that incident. 
report. If Appellant had witnessed the assault by off-duty deputies she did have a responsibility to write: 
him.a:memorandum with the facts of the incident. 

„Within several weeks of the incident Sgt. Sully came to. him with his concern that Appellant had 


been atthe:: during the fight: -. There was no further investigation of fhatissue undertaken by his 


staff in 2007... ; 

In November 2008, he received à telephone call from Captain Karyri Manis of the intemal 
Affairs Bureau. indicating she wanted to make Appellant a subject of:an IAB investigation: Captain 
Mannis indicated the criminal case was not completed and there:was-a concem about the time:running - 
‘out. (Tran. 4-13-14, p. 48) ‘The administrative investigation would not proceed until the criminal 
investigation was completed. Appellant had not been à focus of the-criminal investigation, However, 


Captain Maxwell testified that Sgt. Sully informed him *You know; one of your sergeants is Ming in this." 
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He was referring to the information he obtained during the ICIB criminal investigation. Although Captain 
Maxwell was not aware of all of the facts in that investigation, he knew TAB wanted to make Appellant à 
subject during the coursé of that investigation; but the statute of limitations one-year period was "running 
out.” (Tran4-13-11, p. 60) 

Captain Maxwell ünderstood Appellant would be a subject for false Statements, a matter that 
would remain on her récord even if unfounded. He asked Captain Mannis what else could be dorie 
without making Appellant a subject. Captain Mannis suggested ‘Appéllant be presented with a waiver of 
the one-year statutory period. 

He met with Appellant.on November 26, 2008-to present her with the: waiver. He explained to — 
Appellant she had:two options. Stie would either have to be named as.a Subject at that tine, or she 
could sign the waiver waiving her right for one-year and "just sea how the investigation proceeded.” 
(Tran, 12-2-10, p. 166) Hedid-not assuré.Appellant-she would not become a subject even if She signed 


the waiver. The Captain denied he advised her not to-contact her‘attorey. He testified tie did-suggest 


_ She: call someone at the Professional Peace Officers Association to discuss it with them. (Ttari. 12-2-10, 


p.. 167). Appellant sigried the waiver ànd hé forwarded it to Captain Mannis. Hë asked Lt. Scroggin to 
review the file and to give him his. opinion ofthe cáse. "Lt. Scroggin's memorandum to him was dated 
September 21, 2009. 

After his review of the investigation materials from the ICIB and IAB units, and the grand jury, he 
‘concluded Appellant was present during the fight and there ware several policy violations relating to false 
statements and her attempt to obtain the report from the Norwalk Station. His decision to make her a 
subject of an IAB investigation was made between the period of September 21, 2009 and October 2, 
2009, the date stie- was relieved of duty. 

The Captain believed his recommendation tà Chief Laing that Appellant be discharged was 
justified. He believed even'a susperisión for false statements would présent à Brady issue in the future. 


‘Of more concern were her false statements during her graid jury testimony. 
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Sgt. Carlos Flores 


included the grand jury transcripts: He was also aware Appellant made repeated requests fer a copy of 


the incident report from the San Dimas Station: Appellant denied being present during this altercation: 


impose discipling;: (Tran. 4-13-11, p.33) ~ Appellant's letter of intent was 


received ition April.10, 2010: (Ex. 2). 


Apfit.8; 2010. . Appellant 
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Chief Thomas Laing 
Chief Thomas Laing is the Chief of Field Operations, Region lll. He reviewed the IAB 


investigation report that included documents from the ICIB investigation and the grand jury. He testified 
it was initially believed Appellant was not present during the altercation; however NA 
placed Appellant at the scene during the incident, and it appeared her statements: about Appellant were 
confirmed by the neighbors who heard and observed the incident. Chief Laing concluded Appellant had 
not been truthful in her statements. 

- Chief Laing also considered the allegation that Appellant improperly sought to obtain the incident 
report of the two deputies who responded to tha 911 call. He did not understand why she would need to 
provide a copy of that report to her Captain when:a memorandum to him with the details would have 
been sufficient. He considered it improper for a Sergeant at the Norwalk Station to obtain a copy of a. 
pending investigation being conducted by the.San. Dimas Station, 

Iri his rolé as Chief, he presented the facts of Appellant's conduct to a case review committee that 
included Undershériff Larry Waldie arid Assistant Sheriff Paul Tanaka. He recommendation Appellant 
be discharged. He also-acted as the Skelly officer for Appellant's Skelly hearing. He testified that 
during that hearing Appellant was adamant she was not present during the-altercation. 

He stated he believed discharge was the only appropriate discipline. The credibility of a deputy 
sheriff is of the utmost importance in the community'and government. Her integrity as à member of law 
enforcement is a significant factor in the public's trust. He also noted accuracy and truthfulness are 
important in court proceedings and in all of their conduct. 

The Chief was questioned about the discipline imposed on three deputies identified for the appeal 
hearing:as Deputy | DES M Deputy MM. The Chiet did not oversee the discipline of 
Deputy, but was involved in the discipline decisions of the remaining two deputies. 

With regard to Deputy Ml the Chief testified the employee submitted a report in which he 
indicated hé rañ à warrant check on ‘a vehicle and discovered there wére several outstanding-warrants 


for the driver. He stopped the vehicle and arrested the driver. Following his testimony at a court 
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proceeding involving. that incident, the public defender was able to prove the deputy's statements in his 
report were not accurate. and the-case was dismissed: u 

An administrative investigation followed and oncé he was presented with the allegations-and 
charges; Deputy B. admitted he submitted a false criminal report and accepted tesponsibility for his 
actions. . The discipline imposed was a suspension of 15 days:- Chief Laing confirmed the ‘deputy did 
not accept responsibility until confronted with the truth, and had intentionally lied under oath during the 
court proceeding involving that defendant.--As'an alternative to. a monetary suspension; the deputy. was 
required to attend a series of classes regarding decision-making, integrity, and other life skill courses in 
lieu ‘of the 15-day suspension; That alternative would require eight fall days of class that. he would 
attend during work hours:and he would receive his. regular compensation. 
^vuirssThe.disciplinaty case of. Deputyinvoived a suspension of-15 days when the deputy falsely 
reported: he: féspónded to a call for service: He received the call from his dispatchrüriit;and made it 
appear on his M.D.T.computer in his patrol vehicle that he Handled the matter, when in fact he naver 
went tothe location. He did make an arrest for narcotics at the location where he had beer situated. 
That arrest proceeded to court. - His false statement on the tertriinal was revealed at the: court 
proceeding and. the case against the narcotics defendant.was:dismissed:-- 

Deputy {not only falsified his report on the terminal, he also gave false: testimony. at thie court 
Proseedingig He was given'a i pusporsl n. of-15 days for the cun 


B Chief bs eonfrmed orsi been with the dament jor. about 20 years and 
discipline hag ! been inpoped in in the m 


"in Agpsilant s case she was given many. opportunities to. give truthful statements buta cori 


to deny she was present at the Altercation and denied she could provide any i information during de 
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investigation that would clarify what actually took place. - Although her denials regarding the assault 
incident were factors, Chief Laing also considered her attempts to obtain the San Dimas report improper. 
He concluded her discharge was justified. 
Lleutenant Douglas Fetteroll 

Lt. Fetteroll testified he was assigned to.the Norwalk Station from September 2005 to April 2008. 
He testified Appellant's work ethic was excellent and she was a conscientious employee. The station’s 
supervisors had only positive comments. about her, and shë had a good reputation. 
Lieutenant Alfred Reyes 

Lt, Reyes testified he worked with Appellant at the Norwalk Station since May 2006. He ` 
supervised her'on occasion and observed her job performance. He considered her a dédicated 
employee who did an outstanding job in hef assignments. She had à strong work éthic and an excellent 


reputation among her superiors. 


‘DISCUSSION 


June 24, 2007 Incident 
Respondent maintained Appellant's discharge was justified because of her conduct involving'the 


incident on June 24, 2007 that resulted in her violations of the following provisions of Resporident's 


Manual'of Policy and Procedures: 


If requested fo make a ‘statement in the. course of an official Department internál investigation, 
members shall make full, complete and truthful statements. Failure or refusal to make statements, or 
making false statements during investigations may result in disciplinary action. (Ex. 4) : 
The range of discipline available to Respondent for this violation was a suspension of 15 days to 
discharge. (Ex. 1, p. 7) f 2 
Respondent claimed Appellant violated this policy because on Noveriber 16, 2009 she made 


false statements:to Internal Affairs invéstigators when she denied being present during a felo 


y assault 
committed by off-duty deputies Brian Richards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 2007 in the City off 
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The range of discipline. available. to: Respondent for this violation’ wasa suspension oF 45 days to 


discharge. (Ex. 1; p. 8) 


assault dung CIB interviews conducted on July 3; 2007 and. April A 2008, and. mada: the same: false. 


statements during her testimony, under oath, in the grand jury proceedings conducted on. September 19, 
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The range of discipline available to Respondent for this violation was a written reprimand to 
discharge: 

It was claimed Appellant violated this provision by bringing discredit upon herself and Respondent 
when she provided false testimony, under oath, during the grand jury proceedings. Despite being given 
immunity from.criminal prosecution, Appellant denied being present during the felony assault. 


Section 3-01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations and Orders 
, Members who violate any rules, regulations, or polices of the Department shall be subject to 

disciplinary action. The commission or omission of any other act contrary to good order and discipline 
shall also be the subject of disciplinary action. (Ex. 9) 

The range of discipline for this violation is a written reprimand to discharge. (Ex. 1, p. 8) 

Respondent asserted Appellant violated this provision when, on September 19, 2008, she gave 
false testimony under oath at the grand jury denying she was present during the felony assault involving 
two off-duty deputies, e BN E EEA 


Section 3-01/030.37, Unnecessary/Inappropriate Interference in an Investigation 


Department members shall not knowingly interfere or unnecessarily interject themselves. beyond 
the scope of their responsibilities into any investigation or other matter that is the responsibility of another 
Department member, another Department unit, or another law enforcement agency. (Ex. 10) 

The range of discipline for this violation is a -three to five day suspension. (Ex: 1, p. 8) 

itis claimed Appellant violated this: provision when ön June 25, 2007, as the Norwalk Station 
Watch Commander, tried four times to:obtain a copy of the San Dimas Station complaint réport of the 
felony assault, thereby interjecting herself in a matter that was not privy to Norwalk Station personnel. 

The evidence in this case established that in the early morning of June 24, 2007 az 

| LE brutally beaten by deputies Richards and Titel. At one point, the deputies shoved 
| eer ‘against his truck with Such fotce it made à dent on the truck. He was observed by 
neighbors lying motionless on the ground while being repeatedly struck and kicked until he lost 
consciousness. His injuries were so severe he remained off work for about six weeks. 

On-June 25, 2007, Appellant verbally reported to her superior, Captain Maxwell, that her 

=: was involved in.an ‘off-duty altercation, but did not tell him shé was present at the 


time. Shé repeatedly denied being present during the ICIB interviews that took place on July 3, 2007, 
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April 7,2008, and during the [AB interview on November 16; 2009. She persisted iri her denial while 
testifying under oath in the grand jury procéedings ori September 19 and September 22, 2008, even after 
she was given immunity against criminal prosecution: She maintained her version of the facts during 
her testimony, ünder oath, in the-Civil Service appeal hearing. 

Neither A Richards testified at the appeal hearing to support Appellant's version of the 
facts. Düring his IAB interview, Titel indicated Appellant left the scene about one minute before the fight 
began... He did confirm he arrived at the location at about 1:00 am: 

However, the testimony of o uL contradicts Appellant's claim she was riot present. 
There does not appear to bé any credible reason why — LJ be untruthful about that issue: 
According to Appellant, | — 2s a casual acquaintance who had rio negative experiences with 
her, either at work or off-duty.. There was no evidericé of any intentional blas against Appellant. 

:> Moreover; the:statements of several neighbors did confirm Goodman's aces if OF the event 
should be believed. | TEM the first 911 cal in which he reported, “The two guys are 
beating up.on.one guy and-two girls are trying to get themi to stop.” He thought there were five ‘persons 
involved in the fight. He then tells the dispatcher, "Well, the girls are just yelling to stop..." "There's just 
two. guys hitting each other-and the girls are scared and yelling." (Ex: 24) 

, | mj the ICIB investigator in láte-June or early July 2007 he saw a female in T 
Titel pushing him back, but it was: not his. neighbor — | He stated that woman was yelling; "Break 
itup." She was holding: people back:and getting people out of the way. He said that woman had long, 
dark brown hair. That statement is consistent with-his 911 call when he: answered affi irmatively to the 
operator's:question, “| have two males fist fi ighting and the females are trying to break it up? (Ex. 24) 


„At his grand: jury testimony in | September 2008,-he confirmed he saw two females, one of whom 


was a Hispanic woman who was trying to get Titel to stop fighting. (Ex: 45, pp: 47, 48)" Appellant is“ 


Hispanic and had long dark. hair at the time-of the incident; 


| EXT her neighbor MN: the fight, but also recalled seeing another 


‘woman who. had dark, medium length hair: (Ex. 46, pp; 76; 77) 
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The statements by these witnesses that there was more than one female present during the 
actual assault off extremely credible evidence in that their observations were reported at the 
very time the incident was occurring. Those observations were then repeated to an investigator within a 
short period after the incident, They established US not the only female present, and lend 
further support for version of what took place. 

There was also the issue of the Circle K videotape that showed Appellant with [Min the store 
at1:18.a.m. Titel confirmed they arrived E esicence at 1:00.a.m: Several neighbors also 
confirmed they were awakened by the noise at 1:00 a.m. According "EHE fight began 
immediately upon their arrival. The first 911 call was received at 1:06 a.m. Based on the statements 
made.to the 911 operator, the fight was already well in progress by 1:06 a.m. The first deputy arrived at 
1:09 a.m. (Ex.24) The fight was already over when they arrived. 

it was determined the Circle K Stare-was-located about one mile from E esidetice and 
it took less than three minutes to drive that distance: Assuming Appellant did leave before thé fight 
began, her departure time. would have been well before 1:06 a.m. and her arrival at the store would have 
been well before 1:18:a.m. 

Appellant offered the explanation that she took time to clean m vomit before she:arrived 
at the store, Unfortunately, M had no recollection of that although she appeared awake and alert 
while in the store, and the. explanation was not provided to the investigators by Appellant until it became 
apparent it was information that did not support her version of the facts. 

Anather factor that was of.concem to Respondent was that Appellant made several attempts to 
obtain the written incident report from the San Dimas Station. “Respondent's withiesses confirmed there 
was no valid reason why Appellant should have a report generated by San Dimas deputies about an 
incident that did not take place within the jurisdiction of her Norwalk Station, « She persisted with that 
request three or four times; It would appear she was genuinely concemed that she would be listed én 
the report in.a manner that would. confirm she was present during the fight. 

Based on the above, Respondent's conclusion Appellant was present during the fight was 


Sübstaritiated by the evidence. Her repeated denial of her presence at the incident made to- her own 
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superiors; investi ators, and during grand jury testimony ünder oath; did establish her violations of 


Respondent's p rid: procedures that formed the basis for hér discharge. < 


states no punitive action ¢ ll be undertaken for any act, omission,-or isto of misconduct i= 


the investigation of the mis duct is is not serene’ within:one. Tape the: Public genys pcos bya 


2. -If the public safely officer waives the € one-year! time period in writing; the time period shall be 
tolled for the period ‘of time Specified in the: waiver. 


their citminal.case:, 
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However, Captain Maxwell testified at the appeal hearing that:he received a call from Captain 
Mannis in November 2008 during which she made it clear she wanted to make Appellant a subject of an 
IAB investigation and was concerned "the time was running out.” It was clear to both Captain Maxwell 
and to Captain Mannis that Appellant was not a subject of the criminal investigation and the tolling of the 
one-year pétiod would not apply to her conduct. 

The provision that does allow for à tolling of the period where more than one employee is 
involved would not be valid.in this case. That provision states, “If the investigation involves móre than 
one:employee requires à reasonable extension" . There was no evidence in this case that a 
reasonable extension was necessary before Respondent could proceed with the administrative 
investigation. 

Titel and Richards were indicted and arraigned by the District Attorney's office on September 30, 
2008. By that date, Respondent already.hád sufficient evidence from MW and the neighbors that 
Appellant was present during the fight and inappropriately attempted to obtain the crime report. By April 
7, 2008, Respondent knew Appellant had two ICIB interviews during which she persisted in her claim she 
was not present at the scene. Shortly after September 22; 2008, Respondent knew Appellant was 
granted immunity during the grand jury proceedings and continued to make false statements while under 
oath: 

By November 26, 2008, Captain Maxwell knew [AB wanted to make Appellant a subject of an 
administrative investigation for conduct already known to'the department since September 22, 2008. 
Captain Maxwell was a person who could initiate the administrative investigation based on what was 
known to Respondent as of November 26, 2008: The one-year period would have expired ori November 
26,2009. Captain Maxwell did not make Appellant a subject until ten months later, oit October t, 2009. 

Captain Mannis testified at the appeal hearing that the waiver was sought from Appellant in 
November 2008 because the District Attorney's office had not yet decided T to bring criminal 
charges against her for obstruction of for perjury. Appellant Was never informed she was a subject of a 
criminal investigation either by Respondent or the District Attorney's office. Respondent failed to 
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provide any & lence at the áppeal hearing that a reasonable extension of time was required pursuant to. 


the.code provision involving more than one employee: o 0 86e siis Paus 


P llant signed à Waiver of the one-year period on November 28, 2008. (Ex 71) 


According: to Applian Captain Maxwell discouraged her from having her: ahomey review it before she 
signéd it. She dlaimed she did not fully understand what she was waiving at that time: What she did ^ 
understand was that if she signed the waiver she would maintain the status- òf a witness in Respondént's 
investigations of the incident. f she-did:not sign the waiver; she would becomié a subject of the 
investigations at that time. She did discuss the waiver with her attorney-one month later and was told 
her attomey “would handle it." 

< At should be.noted that the waiver form specifies Appellant was only. waiving the time during the 
pendency of the:criminal adjudication of the.Titel and Richards incident. That adjudication ‘period’ended 
when Titel and Richards were sentenced of April 23, 2009: Technically; the tollirig‘ehdéd ori that same 
date. and Respondent's one-year period for an administrative investigation of Appellant's conduct began 
on April 24, 2009, She received notification of the intent to-discharge her on April-10, 2010; thus, 
Respondent did comply with the time. period required under the code section based on Appellant's 
waiver... Although there may be'some valid concerns of the way the waiver was presented to Appellant 
by someone she considered a personal.friend; nonetheless; she understood she wotild avoid becoming: 
a subjectatthat time... = ane 1 x 
Level of Disciplina .. 

Appellant presented information regarding several deputies who engaged in similar conductas ` 


Appellant, but received very lenient discipline from Respondent: In both instances, the deputies made 


false statements-on their official reports and logs, and then gave false testimony in court proceedings 


while under oath:.- The judges in both. of those court cases ultimately dismissed the cases because of 


ility of the deputies... .. <2. E qst couupstiséwen 
Deputy ll received à Suspension of 15 days that was served by his attendance at a series of 


classes during work hours with: no loss of compensation... Deputy IMMalso received a suspension of 15 
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days. Of note, in this case, Richards réceived a suspension of 30 days. Titel as demoted to a 
Custody Assistant and will have the opportunity to reapply for the position of Deputy Sheriff in the future. 

Chief Laing pointed out that the employees in these cases all ultimately acknowledgéd their 
misconduct and accepted responsibility for their behavior. That was hot the case with Appellant. She 
denied being present during the brutal beating of WM; WWW Richards and Tite.’ she 
persisted in that denial with her superior, Captain Maxwell, during the department investigations of the 
inciderit, while testifying under oath during the grand jury proceedings, and even during her testimony, 
under oath, at the Civil Service appeal hearing. 

CONCLUSION 
The evidence in this case did establish she was present and was fully aware of the conduct of her 


fellow deputies. She had a duty to be truthful about the incident, She was a long-term ‘employee Who 


was a supervisor at the time, and was highly fegarded:by her superiors. She had an excellent future nay iis 


with the department. - Unfortunately, she showed very poor judgment in her persistent dénials that led to 
her violations of Respondent's policies and procedures. 

A significant factor in the decision to discharge her was the fact that asia law enforcerient officer 
there would be an issue regarding her integrity and truthfulness. Respondent felt:her misconduct 
discredited. her and the department in the eyes of the public: It may be that initially Appellant was not 
truthful'to avoid problems MN Richards. She was given numerous opportunities to teli the 
truth. Yet; her repeated failure to be truthful left Respondent.no choice but to discharge her. ; 
Accordingly, her discharge should be sustained. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 


:1. Appellant was employed as a Sergeant at the Norwalk Station ät the time of her discharge. 
2. . On June 23, 2007, Appellant attended two social gatherings with Richards, Titel, MEN and 
EE 2 of whom were deputies. They all drank a number of alcoholic beverages at each 
mo 
3... Shortly after midnight.on June 24, 2007; Richards drove IE sutomobiteto her 
residence: Titel, El were his passengers. Appellant drove her own automobile to the 
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residence.» On the way to her residence, MEN spoke by telephone with ena asked him not to 
be at her residence when they arrived: - He remained outside hér residence. 

ac: When they arrived at about 1:00 a.rn;; Titel and Richards became involved in a violerit 
assault or NN EN to go tollo help him; but was held back by Appellant and 
iz She confirmed Appellant and vere at the scene during the fight but they left’ wher 
Richards yelled at Appellant to leave; - 

5. «Neighbors heard and observed the fight taking place,’ IW. up at 4:00am. 
when he heard yelling and loud noises and called 911. He saw people standing as they watched = 
get kicked. | ET two females at the scene of the fight, one of whom was Hispanic who 
was yelling at Titel.to.stop fighting: She was also seen holding people back and getting people out of 
the way; MEN. a woman standing by a parked automobile on the side of the street, 
She described ffiesautomobile as:a small; white Honda Civic, or something ‘similarto triattype of ^^" 
automobile. -Appellant was driving à gray Honda Accord that day: OOOO 
screaming “stop; stop fighting" and saw two wornen át the-scerie. During his 911 call he said two men 
were beating up another man and two girls were trying to get them to stop. His | | | 
heard people fighting:and girls telling someone to stop. There may have been two or three feriales 
present during the fight. 

6.-- Appellant and the others arrived at residence atabout.4:00 à;m.:- The fight with 
| — LU immediately: The first 911. call was: made at 1:06 a.m... The first deputy patrol vehicle" 
arrived atthe scene at 1:09 a.m... The fight was over when they arrived: - A videotape at the Circle K= 
store one mile from E showed Appellant and [ilartived at 1:48am; Ittakes 
less than three minutes to drive the distance from NW M NM rien to the Borde Hs awake 
and alert while in the store. Appeliant stated she had to stop on the way to the store. when MN 
began te. vomit out of her passenger window: It took additional timeto clean it up before:she arrived at 
the store. Millia not recall anything about vomiting on the way tothe store. Appellant failéd to-give 


ihe explanation during either of her ICIB interviews. 
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7. When. Appellant went to work the morning of June 24, 2007, she contacted the San Dimas 
Station, identified herself as the Watch Commander, and made several attempts to obtain a copy of the 
crime report prepared by the patrol deputies. Respondent's policy prohibits employees from: knowingly 
interfering or unhecessarily interjecting themselves beyond the scope of their responsibilities into any 
investigation or other matter of another department. 

8. Appellant denied being present duririg the fight to her supérior, Captain Patrick Maxwell. 
She also denied being present during the fight during two [CIB investigation interviews and an IAB 
investigation interview. Despite having been granted immunity from criminal prosecution;-and while 
under.oath, Appellant continued to deny shé was present at the fight during her grand jury testimony. 
Respondent's policies prohibit the making of false statements during investigations, and require 
cooperation during criminal investigations that include grand jury proceedings: - Respondent also 


requites the reporting of information when.arxiticident. takes place:that may tequire department action: 


9. Pursuartto Government Code Section 3304(d); Respondent had one year from the 
discovery of misconduct to complete its investigation and to serve Appellant with notice of intended 
discipline. Certain exceptions to the-one-year period exist when the émployee is the subject of a 
criminal investigation or criminal prosecution. : Appellant was not the subject of a criminal investigation or 
criminal prosecution. 

40. “The:one-year period can: be tolled if Respondent's investigation involves more thari one 
employee.and requires. reasoriable extension. Titel and Richards were the-focus of. 'Respondent's 
investigations. As of September 22, 2008, Respondent was aware Appellant was présent during the . 
altercation, that she attempted to obtain the crime report from the San Dimas Station, that she denied 
being present during IAB and ICIB investigation interviews into the incident; and that she denied being 
present during the fight while under oath during her testimony in the grand jury. ‘In November 2008, 
Captain Maxwell was informed by Captain: Marinis she wanted to:make Appellant a subject of ant IAB 


investigation. ~ 
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11. Appellant signed a waiver to toll the ‘one-year period on. November 26, 2008. Titel and 
Richards were sentence on Apri 23, 2009: Appellant received notification of the intent to discharge her 
on April 10,2010. Appellants discharge was effective May 6, 2010. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
1. Respondent met its burden of proof that Appellant's false statements about the fight violated 
its policies and procedures relating to false Statements during internal i investigations and cooperation 
during the criminal investigation by the. District Attomey's office that brought discredit to the Sheriff's 
Department. Her failure to make a truthful report of the incident violated Respondent's policy regarding 
the reporting of information that also ‘constituted a failure to perform her dutiés:as a supervisor. 
‘Appeliantis repeated attempts to-obtain the San Dimas crime report violated the policy prohibiting her 


from unnecessarily | Interjecting herself beyond the scope öf het responsibilities into.a matter that was the. 
responsi bility 


2. Respondent met is burden of proof that Appellant's discharge was appropriate. 
3. The allegations against Appellant coritained in Respondent's letter of May 4, 2010 are not 
barred by the provisions of Government Code Section 3304(d). 
RECOMMENDATION 


Itis respectfully recommended that the Board of Commissioners sustain Appellant's discharge, 
Date: July 18, 2014; 


pr A - 
Heating Officer 
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County of Dos Angeles 
Sheriff's Department Headquarters 
4700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 91754-2169 


LEROY D. BACA, sHenirr 


May 4, 2010 


Sergeant Liza Gonzalez, MEN 


Dear Sergeant Gonzalez: 


On April 8, 2010, you were served with a Letter of Intention indicating your right to respond 
to the Sheriff's Department's pending disciplinary action against you, as reported under File 
Number IAB 2201528. You were also advised of your right to review the material on which 
the discipline was based. 


You did exercise your right to respond. However, after review and consideration of the 
response submitted to support your position, your Division Chief determined that the 
recommended discipline is appropriate. 


You are hereby notified that you are discharged from your position of Sergeant, Item No. 
2717A, with this Department, effective as of the close of business on May 6, 2010. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2201528, conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, 
coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


1. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/or Making False 
Statement during Departmental Internal Investigation, on or about 
November 16, 2009, you made false statements to investigators 
conducting Internal Affairs Investigation Number IV 2201528 in 
which you denied being present during a felony assault committed 
by off-duty Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 


2007, in the city of EE 


2. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.85, Cooperation During Criminal Investigation, on or about 
July 3, 2007 and April 7, 2008, you failed to cooperate with 
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investigators from the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) 
when you made false statements in which you denied being present 
during a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian 
Richards and Joshua Titel that occurred in the city of {J on 
June 24, 2007. That assault was documented and investigated by 
ICIB under file number 407-00020-2003-441. 


3. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.85, Cooperation During Criminal Investigation, on or about 
September 19, 2008, you provided false testimony to The Grand 
Jury of the County of Los Angeles when you testified under oath 
that you were not present à DX | | 
during a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian 
Richards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 2007. 


4. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/040.90, Reporting Information, on or about June 24, 2007, you 
failed to report to the Department information regarding a felony 
assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua 


Titel on —— in ihe city oi J on June 24, 2007. 


5. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/050.10, Performance to Standards, you failed to perform the 
expectations of a supervisor when you failed to report your presence 
at the location of a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies 
Brian Richards and Joshua Titel that occurred in the city of | 

on June 24, 2007, and did not report that you were a witness 
to a felony assault involving off-duty Department personnel. 


6. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.05, General Behavior, on or about September 19, 2008, you 
brought discredit to yourself and the Sheriff's Department when you 
provided false testimony to The Grand Jury of the County of Los 
Angeles when you testified under oath that you were not present on 
| — o the city ———— curing a felony assault 
committed by off-duty Deputies Brian Richards and Joshua Titel on 
June 24, 2007. 


Te That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations and Orders, on or 
about September 19, 2008, you provided false testimony to The 
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Grand Jury of the County of Los Angeles when you testified under 
oath that you were not present on MEE in the city of NE 
em during a felony assault committed by off-duty Deputies Brian 

ichards and Joshua Titel on June 24, 2007, in violation of several 
Department policies. 


8. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 3- 
01/030.37, Unnecessary/Inappropriate Interference in an 
Investigation, on or about June 25, 2007, you, as the Norwalk 
Station Watch Commander, tried four times to obtain a copy of San 
Dimas Station Complaint Report :?107-03613-08 13-144, interjecting 
yourself in a matter that was not privy to Norwalk Station personnel. 


In taking this disciplinary action, your record with this Department has been considered, 
anda thorough review of this incident has been made by Department executives, including 
your Unit and Division Commanders. 


You may appeal the Department's action in this matter pursuant to Rules 4.02, 4.05 and 
18.02 of the Civil Service Rules. 


You may, if you so desire, within fifteen (15) business days from the date of service of this 
notice of discharge, request a hearing on these charges before the Los Angeles County 
Civil Service Commission, 222 North Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90012. 
The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 


Sincerely, 


LEROY D. BACA, SHERIFF 


Jes Litho 


LARRY L. WALDIE 
UNDERSHERIFF 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the Manual 
of Policy and Procedures and Civil Service Rules. 
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Advocacy Unit 

Thomas M. Laing, Chief, Field Operations Region III 
Patrick E. Maxwell, Captain, Norwalk Station 
Internal Affairs Bureau 

Office of Independent Review (OIR) 

Kevin E. Hebert, Captain, Personnel Administration 


